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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-21 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 6 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 6 states the second 
information comprises an deification of each of the plurality of participants in the event. 
Claim 1 includes the limitation second information identifying a plurality of participants in 
the event. The examiner is unclear on how these limitations are different and interprets 
them to be the same. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim*** rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heyward 



(US 6,243,877). Heyward discloses a display hat shown in Figure 1 that includes 
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indicia located around the hat that can be adorned on a wearers head including external 
surfaces having a front, rear, right, and left sides. Heyward does not explicitly state that 
the crown is divided into the eight octants as claimed by the applicant. However, the 
device of Heyward is capable into being divided into octants as no structural limitation is 
being associated with the divisions. Further, The applicant does not state any criticality 
or unexpected results as to why the applicant chose that the headwear must be divided 
into octants. Thus, the examiner feels that this choice was a design choice and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have divided the hat of Heyward into octants though 
routine experimentation. Figure 1 shows that indicia "Carolina Games" on the bill of the 
hat. The examiner interprets this to be a sporting event. Since the indicia is located 
radially around the hat, the examiner feels this includes the indicia would be located on 
the front/left side or front/right side octants. The applicant states that the placards can 
include multiple sports teams (Col. 2 lines 27-28). While, Heyward does not specifically 
state that the team logos are related to the sporting even listed on the bill, the cap is 
capable of serving that function. 

As to claims 2 and 3, the sports logos on the placards are located radially around 
the hat as stated above. When viewing the hat from the front elevation perspective, 
only 1 or 2 logos are identifiable or even can be seen, from the front elevation 
perspective. Therefore the entirety of the second information is not identifiable or 
viewable. . 

As to claim 4, Heyward illustrates in figure 1 multiple brims extending from the 

hat. 
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As to claim 7, Heyward teaches that sports logos can be used to identify the 
sports teams (Col. 1 line 38). 

As to claim 1 1 , Heyward teaches that advertising logos can be used on the 
headwear as well as sports logos (Col. 2 line 15). 

As to claim 13 and 14, Heyward does not teach the logos are skewed in 
arrangement as claimed in claim 8. However, the applicant states no unexpected 
results or criticality from the skewed logo, thus the examiner interprets this as a design 
choice and one of ordinary skill in the art would have skewed the logos through routine 
experimentation. 

As to claim 9, Heyward teaches a crown of a cap having an inverted cup shape 
in Fig. 1. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heyward 
(US 6,243,877) in view of Park (US 6,408,443). Heyward teaches the device 
substantially above. However, Heyward does not teach the use a hat that is made in 
the form of a visor. Park teaches (Fig. 2) that hats including logos 1 1 can have an 
opening 1 in the crown area. It is commonly known in the art to make hats in the form 
visors. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teaching of Heyward and Park to give a hat that would allow for increase airflow. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heyward 
(US 6,243,877) in view of Pinkus (US 5,556,696). Heyward teaches the device 
substantially above. However, Heyward does not teach the use of embroidery as the 
method of applying the second information. The applicant states no unexpected results 
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from the use of embroidery in the application of the information. It is commonly known 
in the art to use embroidery 1 10 in the applicant of information to hats as taught by 
Pinkus (Fig. 1). 

Claims 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Heyward (US 6,243,877) in view of Yan (US 5,584,076). Heyward teaches the device 
substantially above. However, Heyward does not teach the use of an adjustable strap 
along with an opening with a logo provided on the adjustable portion of the hat. Yan 
illustrates in Fig. 1 an opening in the back of the hat with an adjustable strap 20 located 
across the opening. A logo 46 is located on the hat. Yan does not explicit state that the 
logo identifies an event. However, the applicant does not state any unexpected results 
or criticality as to why the logo must identify an event. The examiner feels that the logo 
of Yan is capable of identifying an event. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the opening and strap of Yan to the hat of Heyward to provide 
adjustability in the hat to allow for the ability of wearer's with multiple head sizes. 

Claims 5,6,8 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Heyward (US 6,243,877) in view of Scott (US 6,185,746). Each 
claim of the applicant claim limitiations as to the placement of information relating to or 
not relating to a sporting event. Heyward teaches the use of logos in various locations 
around the hat. However, Heyward does not teach the limitations as claimed by the 
applicant relating to the specific type of information such as an all-star event. Scott 
illustrates (Figs. 1 and 2) a shirt 36 with a chart 10 including many sets of information 
regarding a sporting event. The applicant states to criticality or unexpected results in 
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the information being placed on the hat as claimed. Therefore, the examiner interprets 
the limitations claimed to be a design choice. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Heyward and Scott and add various 
data sets of sports information from a shirt and apply it to various locations around a 
cap as taught by the applicant through routine experimentation. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heyward 
(US 6,243,877) in view of Gulack (US 4,416,633). Heyward teaches the device 
substantially above. However, Heyward does not teach multiple logos in one of the 
octants. The applicant states to criticality or unexpected results in the multiple logos 
being placed in one octant as claimed. Therefore, the examiner interprets the 
limitations claimed to be a design choice. Gulack teaches a hat in figure 7 including 
multiple indicia being located in one octant if the hat were to be broken in to octants. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Gulack and Heyward as the placement of indicia on the hat would have been found 
through routine experimentation. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Marcolini (US 5,845,334), Proctor (US 6,094,749), and 
Loeffelholz (US 6,175,963) teach a hat with logos place at various locations around the 
hat. Yan (US 6,571 ,396) teaches a hat with a logo placed on an adjustable band. . 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew W. Sutton whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6093. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John J. Calvert can be reached on (571) 272-4983. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

«» 
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